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Dear Dianne, | - | | f | 9
Upon reviewing the_brdﬁt:kBﬁifér the William Dick Lagobnsvsite, the
Department has the following comments which need to be addrassed in
the Final ROD. . - S I e :

The Department is very concerned about the PA. ARARs for groundwater,
specifically the requirexzent that assures the nondegradation of
groundwater as a result of contaminants leaching from soils, and -
the need for the ROD to fully address these ARARS. By its terms, the
ROD appears to select allevel of remediation that will allow for the
further degradation of 'the ‘groundwater, thereby making future .
renediation of groundwater o background levels nearly impessible.
The Department feels that by adhering to the PA. ARARs for
groundwater, a soil cleanup level may be modeled to prevent future
leaching of contaminants!énd allow for a comprehensive cleanup of the
site, The Department feels’'strongly about the need to adhere to these
ARARs, which may represent.un impediment to concurrence with the ROD

in its present format. . 0L

Following are additionalgcoﬁments that address the céntent of the ROD
and provide further remarks concerning the PA. ARARs for groundwatar.

A. Throughout the ROD there are statementsg, to the effect, that th”
gsoils will be remediated to levels that will prevent the leachide/
of contaminants ‘to the ground water above "acceptable levelsY, or
that the levels of contaminants reaching the ground water will be
"minimized™. This cleanup standard is unacceptable to the
Department because it is in conflict with the PA ARARs for’
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B.

. contaminated szoils. In add

groundwater which require that soils be remediated to levels that
acgure non-degradation of 2round water through leaching from
tion, language such as “leaching to
groundwater will not exceed risk based levels or Federal
standards for drinking water" or "remediating soils se that
groundwater will not be impacted above MCLs, risk based values
and contract required quantitation limits, whichever is lower..."
is not acceptable to the Department for the reasons stated above.

- The Department recommends that these sections be reworded to ke
. consistent with the PA. ARARs for Groundwater, such as "solls

will be remediated to levele that assure the non-degradation of
ground water through leaching from contaminated soils".

The Department has determined that the "Acceptable Soil Cleanup
Levels" are 2150 inconsistent with the PA. ARARe for groundwater
and that the "Acceptable .Soil Cleanup Levels" should be generated
using the Method Detection Limits (MDLs) for EPA series 500

‘methods. Although the ROD recognizes the Department’s reguirement

that MDLE be used to establish “Acceptable Soil Cleanup Levels",
wa have serious reservations ag to the inclusion of eoil cleanup
levels that 4o not satisfy the PA. ARARs for groundwater into the
Record of Decision. The Department insists that the “Acceptable

- So0il Cleanup Levels" be recalculated -and included in the ROD

using MDLs as the "Acceptable Groundwater Concentrations" for the
selected model or that a statement, to the effect, recognizing
the use of MDLe to model for "Acceptable Soil Cleanup Levels" be
introduced into the ROD. : .

In addition to the major concerns addressed above, the Department
requires that these comments also be addresced to ensure Departmental
concurrence with the ROD. . - - = T

1.

2.

The language in the ROD ¢oncerning acceptable, health based risks
repeatedly uses 10™¢ as an acceptable level of risk to the
public. An example of this ie found on p. 36, third paragraph,
vhich states "Estimated emissions from the cxcaxation process
shall not exceed a carcinogenic risk of 1 x 207%Y, The NCP
establishes an acceptable risk in_the range of 10™6 to 10°¢, with
a point of departure frem the 10-6 health based ritk accessment
value. The ROD does not address, as required by the NCP, the
point of departure frem the 10™° rigk based value. The Department
reggests that the explanation for the pocint of departure from the
107° risgk assessment velue be formally diecusced in the ROD.

The Department has eome: concerns as to the classificatien of
ARARE addresgsed in the ROD as relevant and appropriate
requirements, but not as applicable requirements. To be specific,
the Department questions the reasoning for the "relevant and
appropriate requirement® for the following ARARs: :

Page 39, Chemical Specitic‘akhks, a.
Page 41, Chemical Specific mns.fn:haooalm
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The regulations rafaranced in thasze sactions ara lagally :,/
‘applicable to the proposed responsa action and should ba
considaered as such for ths purposa of inclusion into the ROD. If
tha EPA doas not consider these ARARs to ba applicable
requirenents, then an explanation to that effect should be
documentad in the ROD.

4

3. On Page 30, and on pags 41 saction i, 25 Pa. Coda 264 Subchapter
P - Tharmal Treatment does not exist. Thera does axist a Code 265
Subchapter P - Thermal Traatment, but tha Department doas not
feal this is applicabla to thae site. In this caza, 40 CFR chapter
264 is applicable, : -

4. Upon reviewing Table C-16 and tha Acceptable Soil Cleanup Levals,
there appear to ba a number of compounds that ara considarably
above acceptabla health based risk levels for direct dermal
contact. The Department understands that ths valuss for
"Acceptable Soil Cleanup Levels" may be ravisad, but we feel that
it is important to includa in the ROD the rationale involved in
accepting contaminant levels in the scils abova health basad risk
lavels. ' : '

5. There axist a number of discrapancies between tha zo0il lavals of
Tabla 2 and Appendix A-page 7 of 18. For axample, naxinum
contaninant lavals for TCE are 610,000 ppb in Appendix A, but are
93,000,000 ppb in Tabla 2. Thesas discrepancies should ba rasolver ™
or explained in tha ROD, - '

6. There ara a number of both volatila and semivolatile Tentatively
Identified Compounds (TICs) identified in tha original Risk
Assessment but not included in the ROD. Many of thass hava health
based risk data which should ba identified and included, with a
health based risk assaessment, into the ROD.

7. The ssctions entitled "Chemical Specific ARARs® and “Action
Specific ARARa" should includa 40 CFR Seaction 261, rslating to
tha definition and listing of Hazardous wasts.

8. It is undarstood that the result of tha responsa at ths sita
will leave scme lavals of contamination in tha soils of the
lagoon areaa. In what way does tha EPA plan to address the
potential haalth affacts resulting from the disturbance of the
onsite soils from, for exampla, construction? If soma form of
institutional control on the proparty is being considered, it
should ke addressad in the ROD.

All comments mentioned abova should he addressed in the ROD to ansure
the Department’s concurrence with tha Record of Decision. In
addition, the Department would request that a written responsa to

the major concerns be presented prior to the recaipt of the Final _
ROD. If you would like to discuss any of the comments plaase contact\_,
me at (215) 832-6192.
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Matthew T. Miller
HSCP Project Officer

cc: Bruce Beitler, ECP Manager
George Danyliw, HSCP Manager
Robert Zang, HSCP Supervisor
Anderson Lee Hartzell, Site Attorney
Donald Becker, CERCLA Response Chief
Tom Ung, Central ottice Contact
 HSCP Files
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